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Abstract 
 How do long-distance relationships (LDRs) evolve in real time? In examining 
the effects of prolonged separation on relationship processes among LDR couples, the 
present research used a dyadic diary approach to follow up 34 LDR couples over their 
20-week separation period, focusing on how adult attachment, implicit relationship 
beliefs and homebound-traveller status affected the couples' relationship well-being in 
the transitory period. Analyses employed the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 
suggest that, prior to separation, attachment anxiety and avoidance were associated 
with pessimistic attitudes towards LDRs. Effects were more salient in homebound 
individuals than travellers. However, multilevel modeling analyses with the diary data 
showed that the above pattern was not present during separation. Instead, anxiously 
attached individuals engaged in more relationship maintenance processes in order to 
alleviate separation effects. The same pattern was found for individuals with high 
growth and destiny beliefs. Consequently, commitment and relationship quality did 
not decline significantly over time. Taken together, this research suggests that in spite 
of physical separation, success is possible when couples are cognizant of the 
constraints that accompany their relationships. 
  
 
Key Words: attachment, long-distance relationships, physical separation, proximal 
relationships, close relationships 
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Going the Distance:  
Examining attachment, implicit theory of relationships and physical separation in 
romantic relationships 
 I wish the world was flat like the old days, then I could travel just by folding a 
map. No more airplanes, or speed trains, or freeways. There’d be no distance that 
could hold us back. 
- Death Cab for Cutie 
Traditionally, intimate relationships are characterized by partners being in 
close proximity and having frequent interactions with each other, which promote the 
development of interdependence between the two partners. However, owing to 
globalization, this pattern has changed dramatically in the present. While romantic 
relationships are still characterized by interaction and interdependence, there are now 
more and more couples that endure long physical separations and find themselves in 
long-distance romantic relationships (LDRs) i.e., intimate relationships with partners 
they cannot see regularly, as opposed to proximal relationships, where partners live 
nearby and have frequent interactions (Roehling & Bultman, 2002; Sahlstein, 2004). 
LDRs are becoming increasingly prevalent in modern society and affect people of 
different ages and in different relationship phases. It is reasonable to expect that 
physical distance would place limits on relationship maintenance due to the restriction 
of opportunities for interaction and as the above quotation suggests, bring about 
emotional and practical difficulties in sustaining long-distance romantic ties.  
What are the implications when couples do not get to see their partners on a 
daily basis? Sigman (1991) argued that relationships are not only constructed through 
face-to-face interaction, but also stretched across time and space, thus relationships 
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are maintained most notably in the absence of physical contact. In essence, LDRs 
appear to be ideal as a naturalistic experiment in addressing the absence of proximity 
and contact in fostering the maintenance and regulation of romantic relationships. 
Hence, I had two overarching goals for the present research. Firstly, I wanted to 
examine previously unexplored moderators related to LDRs, namely attachment style, 
implicit relationship beliefs as well as homebound-traveller status. Secondly, I wanted 
to examine in real time the psychological processes associated with a prolonged 
separation period.  
The Promotion and Maintenance of LDRs 
Conventional wisdom offers the following sayings, “Absence makes the heart 
grow fonder” and “Out of sight, out of mind” that implicate two opposite effects in 
which physical separation might affect intimacy processes and relationship 
maintenance. On the one hand, it can be argued that couples living apart preserve their 
most positive beliefs about the relationship thus increasing affection, eliciting positive 
attitudes on LDRs through how “absence makes the heart grow fonder”. On the other 
hand, it can also be argued that long distance severely restricts opportunities for 
partners to interact and maintain closeness and intimacy and that physical absence 
fosters comfortable autonomy in individual partners, eliciting negative attitudes 
towards LDRs as partners are “out of sight, out of mind” (Sahlstein, 2004). 
Much empirical work has established that couples converse and interact in a 
myriad of ways in order to promote and maintain the intimacy in their existing 
relationships (Dainton & Stafford, 1993). Such intimacy processes have been termed 
as relationship maintenance behaviours that partners enact to help ensure that a valued 
relationship will continue (Van Horn et al., 1997; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999), 
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making it crucial that we investigate the interpersonal processes that promote and 
maintain intimacy and relationship well-being and how they are manifested in LDRs 
(Pistole, Roberts & Chapman, 2010). 
Indeed, past research have investigated the effects that physical separation has 
on intimacy processes. Pistole et al. (2010) found that there were differences between 
individuals in LDRs and those in proximal relationships in their use of maintenance 
behaviours. Individuals in LDRs typically engaged in behaviours that address 
anticipated separation and maintain connection more often than individuals in 
proximal relationships, justifying how “absence makes the heart grow fonder”. 
However, Van Horn et al. (1997) found that for five intimacy processes that aid 
relationship maintenance, namely sharing personal feelings and information (intimate 
self-disclosure); sharing facts (descriptive self-disclosure); affection; confidence in 
the relationship (reliable alliance); experiencing companionship with partner; these 
intimacy processes were rated lower in LDRs compared to proximal relationships, 
suggesting that “out of sight, out of mind” is a fair reflection of the nature of LDRs as 
well.  
Such conflicting results have also appeared in past research that investigated 
the effects that LDRs have on relationship quality. Again, in congruence with lower 
levels of intimacy processes, Van Horn et al. (1997) found that relationship 
satisfaction was significantly lower in LDRs as opposed to proximal relationships. 
According to Lydon, Pierce and O’Regan (1997), college students believed that LDRs 
are “fraught with uncertainty and ambiguity” (p. 105), and that long-distance partners 
experience difficulty meeting each other’s needs (Le & Agnew, 2001). This lends 
credence that perhaps LDRs are likely to follow the case of “out of sight, out of 
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mind”. On the other hand, Guldner and Swensen (1995) found that couples in LDRs 
reported levels of relationship satisfaction, trust, intimacy and commitment similar to 
couples in proximal relationships despite the lack of time spent together. Stafford and 
Reske (1990) found that couples involved in LDRs actually rated their relationships 
higher on satisfaction, love and communication than those in proximal relationships. 
In examining the paradox that individuals in LDRs enjoy equal or greater satisfaction 
in their relationships despite the limited interaction, Stafford and Merolla (2007) 
postulated that the construct of idealization, or the appraisal of the relationship in 
‘unrealistically positive terms’ (Fowers, Montel & Olsen, 1996, p.7) could explain 
these counter-intuitive findings as it can help dissipate relational uncertainty and 
promote favourable appearances. They found that idealization was more pronounced 
in LDRs than proximal relationships and people in LDRs also perceived their 
communication to be of a higher quality as compared to those in proximal 
relationships (Stafford & Reske, 1990; Stafford & Merolla, 2007). These results thus 
reflect how “absence makes the heart grow fonder” might be an accurate description 
of LDRs as well.  
However, these studies have typically been cross-sectional correlational 
studies comparing between individuals in LDRs and those in proximal relationships. 
These cross-sectional studies could have sampled participants across different stages 
of their LDRs and the length of separation might have contributed to the inconsistent 
results across different studies, contributing to the conflicting results presented in the 
extant literature. Moreover, relying on retrospective accounts of couples in LDRs 
deny researchers valuable information on relationship quality and maintenance in real 
time. Hence, delving deeper into understanding the temporal progression of intimacy 
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processes that promote LDRs maintenance would substantiate mere comparative 
assessments of relationship quality or maintenance and would encourage a holistic 
understanding of LDRs functioning. 
Prior studies have not focused on real time assessments of LDRs functioning. 
However, a review of the literature showed that Lydon, et al. (1997) carried out 
preliminary investigations in the temporal nature of LDRs functioning. They 
examined the beginning stages of LDRs and posited that the change from proximal 
relationships to LDRs would be a significant transition that would increase 
uncertainty and deliberative thought about the future. They found that in the context 
of transiting into LDRs, individuals reported both “moral commitment” (feeling that 
one ought to continue with the relationship) and “enthusiastic commitment” 
(satisfaction) as opposed to individuals who were in stable proximal relationships who 
reported only “enthusiastic commitment”. Furthermore, they expected the salience of 
moral commitment to recede once couples finish transiting into their LDRs. Therefore 
it is reasonable to expect separation effects to be especially salient at the pre-
separation stage compared to during separation.  
Given the paucity of research on real time assessments of LDRs functioning, 
two possibilities are raised based on the results of Lydon et al. (1997) that once LDRs 
become stable, LDRs functioning seems to transit back into affect, cognitions and 
behaviours that are similar in proximal relationships. One, that there might be 
differential effects across different stages of separation, and two, that the salience of 
physical separation recedes and couples adapt to being apart. Hence in the present 
research, I examined the attitudes that couples held towards LDRs as they anticipated 
separation, expecting that these attitudes would be negative prior to separation. I also 
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utilised longitudinal diaries to investigate the trajectory and change in attitudes, 
intimacy processes, relationship quality measures and interaction patterns whilst 
couples were physically separated. I expect that there would be a decline in 
relationship quality but this decrease would gradually level out as the LDRs become 
more stable as well as a decline in the frequency and duration of non face-to-face 
communication, indicating how LDRs might reflect being "out of sight, out of mind". 
Moreover, in order to compensate for the lack of availability of the partner, I expect 
that individuals will engage in more idealization. Examining these possibilities in the 
present research would enable me to present a clearer and more consistent picture of 
LDRs functioning in real time as opposed to a mere comparison between couples in 
LDRs and proximal relationships.  
Moderators of Separation-Related Effects 
Attachment – The Regulation of Behaviour during Separation 
Attachment theory posits that children possess a set of behaviours and 
reactions that monitor and regulate their relationship with their primary caregiver 
(Bowlby 1973, 1980). Attachment theory in childhood has been extrapolated and 
applied to explain intimate relationships in adults and to showcase how the attachment 
behavioural system is activated in times of stress whereas attachment style is a set of 
knowledge structures or working models that influence attachment behaviour by 
providing expectations of how the attachment figure responds in certain situations. 
Furthermore, individual differences in these working models have been 
conceptualized to vary along two dimensions, avoidance and anxiety (Ainsworth, 
Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Avoidant attachment develops when an individual meets with a bevy of failed 
attempts in which he/she tries to establish intimacy with the attachment figure. Such 
constant neglect and rejection render their efforts for proximity futile; hence they try 
to minimize their vulnerability in re-experiencing such emotional rejection 
(Barthelomew, 1990). As a result, avoidance is the tendency to feel uncomfortable 
with closeness or dependence in times of stress. Thus, highly avoidant individuals are 
reluctant to rely on their partners for support and utilize strategies that limit intimacy 
with their partners (Mikulincer & Florian, 1995).  
Anxious attachment develops when an individual is exposed to inconsistent or 
unpredictable care from their attachment figures. This manifests in their concerns that 
they are unworthy of love and they constantly question the availability of their 
attachment figures. Hence, anxiety reflects a fear of abandonment or rejection and 
highly anxious individuals would use hyper-activation affect regulation strategies to 
deal with stress (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003), or behavioural strategies such as 
clinging and controlling responses to get the partner’s support and involvement 
(Cassidy & Kobak, 1988).  
Individuals who score low on both dimensions are typically “securely 
attached” individuals such that they are confident in the availability of their partners 
and they are comfortable with intimacy. Thus, it can be seen that individual 
differences in attachment orientations affect how couples construe interpersonal 
events and the interpretations made might affect the dynamics of the relationship 
(Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Mikulincer, 1995). Since attachment theory examines 
physical proximity and behavioural dynamics in interpersonal relationships, thus in 
the face of physical separation in LDRs, attachment theory presents a useful 
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framework in studying its influence on the nature of interactive exchanges between 
intimate partners (Pistole 2010; Pistole et al., 2010). This will enable us to better 
postulate the mechanisms of specific working models of attachment and its potential 
moderating role in how LDRs function. 
A considerable body of extant research indicates that greater attachment 
anxiety is associated with more negative cognitive and behavioural regulation 
strategies in the face of separation. For example, Fraley and Shaver (1998) 
investigated the manifestation of attachment behaviour in adulthood as a function of 
partner accessibility and each individual’s attachment style by conducting a 
naturalistic observational study of couples separating from each other in an airport. 
Findings showed that separating couples displayed higher levels of attachment 
behaviour than non-separating couples. Anxiously attached individuals in LDRs, 
doubts about the availability of the partner were highlighted and their response to 
physical separation was that of low positive behaviours, giving more advice and 
trying to engage in behaviours to maintain connection (Pistole et al., 2010).  
However, there have been conflicting findings regarding the effects of 
attachment avoidance when exposed to separation. Avoidant individuals should tend 
to dismiss and deny distress and prefer greater interpersonal distance when faced with 
separation. Indeed, women high in avoidance sought less contact with their partner 
upon separation at the airport and ameliorated the disruptive effects of being apart 
(Fraley & Shaver, 1998). However, despite the need for avoidant individuals to 
maintain autonomy and independence in their relationships, another line of research 
shows evidence that highly avoidant individuals express distress when their partners 
are not available or being unsupportive (Feeney & Kirkpatrick, 1996; Meifen, Vogel, 
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Ku, & Zakalik, 2005). They also experience an increase in negative emotions during 
partner separations (Mikulincer, Florian, & Weller, 1993). In a more recent study, 
Pistole et al. (2010) found that both avoidant and anxiously attached individuals’ 
perceived higher global stress whilst in LDRs.  
Of most relevance for the present study is that since the accessibility and 
availability of the romantic partner will be compromised due to LDRs separation, this 
constitutes a form of unique stress in intimate relationships (Pistole, 2010; Pistole et 
al., 2010). For example, Lydon, et al. (1997) posited that the transiting from proximal 
to LDRs would increase uncertainty and deliberative thought about the future. 
Similarly, the airport separation study examined attachment dynamics of couples 
temporarily separating from each other (Fraley & Shaver, 1998), highlighting the 
stress that separation caused at that particular moment in time. It can be reasonably 
postulated that the transition from proximal relationships to LDRs might potentially 
be a relationship stressor or be viewed as abandonment analogous to the ‘Strange 
Situation’ (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). Since attachment styles and 
behavioural responses have been found to predict separation related stress as afore 
mentioned, the attachment framework can be applied to examine the display of 
proximity-maintenance behaviours in LDRs.  
Furthermore, since prior research of separation effects have relied extensively 
on retrospective accounts of attitudes and behaviour that are collected individually, 
little is known about how prolonged physical separation affects both partners’ 
attitudes and behaviour as they happen in real time. Considering how physical 
separation should disrupt the normalcy of a romantic relationship and can create 
separation-related distress, I expect that both anxiously and avoidantly attached 
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individuals would be distressed in the face of experiencing a loss of face-to-face 
contact and proximity as well as throughout the duration of their LDRs. It is thus 
possible that in LDRs, individuals with insecure representations believe that LDRs 
can perpetuate and become “out of sight, out of mind”, and thus reach out to their 
partners more often than not when needing or providing support. 
Implicit Theories of Relationships 
 Another potential moderator of separation effects are the beliefs that 
individuals hold about intimate relationships. What individuals cognitively appraise in 
their relationships can have profound consequences for their romantic lives, and a 
facet of social cognition that has relevance in relationship research is the construct of 
implicit theories (Knee, 1998). Implicit theories have been defined as schematic 
knowledge structures distinguishing between whether attributes are fixed (destined) or 
developed (grown). Knee (1998), examined the role of implicit theories in intimate 
relationships. Implicit theories of relationships thus refer to beliefs about the nature of 
relationships, and such theories although not articulated, exist and affect behaviours 
that govern the relationship’s initiation, maintenance and longevity.  
 Implicit theory of destiny emphasizes the importance of initial compatibility 
and may lead one on the search for the one perfect partner or discarding less-than-
perfect candidates quickly. It also involves diagnosing the future potential of the 
relationship. An implicit theory of growth on the other hand embodies the view that 
successful relationships are forged by resolving risks and difficulties rather than 
through their absence. Belief in destiny is associated with coping strategies that reflect 
disengagement and restraint when faced with a relationship stressor. However, if they 
believe a relationship is meant to be, their relationships would last particularly long. 
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This phenomenon was not observed for growth theorists, which was associated with 
relationship-maintenance strategies as well as being generally optimistic about a 
relationship’s potential (Knee, 1998; Knee, Patrick & Lonsbary, 2003).  
The role of implicit theory of relationship beliefs in LDRs has been left 
relatively unexplored in past LDRs research and I propose that there is value in 
examining the role of implicit theories of relationships in the coping and survival of 
LDRs. Since growth and destiny beliefs help guide individuals in their attempt to 
perceive, diagnose and interpret external events, the adaptive value of these implicit 
theories is especially salient in the context of adverse relationship conditions such as 
venturing into LDRs. Belief in destiny is associated with attempts to diagnose the 
status and potential success of the relationship based on specific events. Given the 
earlier assumptions concerning the differential perceptions before and during 
separation, it is equally plausible that before separation, a strong belief in destiny 
might be maladaptive in the sense that the context of being in LDRs could be 
perceived as an indicator that the relationship was not meant to be. Thus, individuals 
with strong destiny beliefs might therefore feel that LDRs reflect how their partners 
are “out of sight, out of mind” and potentially infer a dim future towards their 
relationship. However whilst couples are separated, belief in destiny might be 
adaptive if a positive initial impression helps maintain the relationship even though 
there is little interaction as a consequence of physical separation. Similarly, a strong 
belief in growth could play a part in helping partners tide over uncertainties and 
challenges in long-distance relationships positively. This is especially important as 
previous research has shown how growth belief is important in dealing negative 
relationship events and experience (Knee et al., 2001.) These could support how 
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“absence makes the heart grow fonder” and unlike destiny beliefs, I expect that there 
would not be differential effects for growth beliefs either before or during separation.   
Homebound-Traveler Status 
In the course of prolonged physical separation, it is inevitable that both 
members of the couple experience a loss in day-to-day proximity and contact with 
each other. However, those who remain at home may perceive the separation 
differently as opposed to those who are away. It is suggested that the partner who is 
left behind will be more likely to feel abandoned and lonely (Diamond et al., 2008). In 
contrast, the effects of being separated might not be as salient to the traveling partner 
as he/she is exploring a different environment and undergoing self-expansion (Aron & 
Aron, 1996). Hence, it is likely that the traveling partner might not be as affected by 
the separation as compared to the homebound partner. Indeed, Diamond et al., (2008) 
found moderating effects of homebound-traveler status in their study examining short-
term separation involving couples. They found separation effects that were 
significantly more pronounced in the homebound partner in terms of the quality of 
daily interactions, affect and sleeping problems. Moreover, these separation effects 
were found to be particularly pronounced for individuals high in attachment anxiety.  
They found that homebound anxious partners with short telephone conversations 
showed greatest declines in positive affect and also reported having more problems 
sleeping whilst physically separated from their partner. This not only provides 
evidence on the aforementioned hypotheses of attachment and also suggests how 
anxious homebound individuals might be particularly sensitive to the loss of 
proximity and contact provided by their partners.  
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The Present Study 
 The present study was interested in capturing the dynamics of prolonged 
physical separation on dating couples and it extends previous research on LDRs in 
three critical ways. First, the inconsistency of the results may have resulted from the 
fact that in spite of the nature of their relationships being long-distance, participants in 
previous studies reported some minimal form of face-to-face interaction in terms of 
frequency of visits per month. Opportunities for reunion might have confounded the 
reporting of relationship quality. Thus, I examined couples where one of the partners 
left for study abroad and the other partner was at home throughout the entire duration 
of separation. Second, it is the first to investigate in real-time a prolonged period of 
physical separation on couples’ affect, cognition and behaviour. This allows us to 
distinguish between pre-separation and separation contexts as well as investigate the 
transition between them in terms of various relationship functioning and outcomes. 
Third, most of the existing research in LDRs focused only on individuals in the 
relationship despite the fact that both parties contribute to the relationship dynamics in 
LDRs. This current study is the first I know of that focuses on prolonged physical 
separation in a dyadic context, examining relationship functioning through the 
challenging transition of their separation as well as during the time where they are 
physically separated. 
As mentioned earlier, previous research has been limited by the constraints 
imposed through their methodological design of cross-sectional correlational studies. 
Thus, the present study employed a longitudinal dyadic diary design to assess in each 
member of the couple variations of their behaviours and cognitions with regards to 
prolonged physical separation. A pre-transition assessment was done while 
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participants were still physically together as a couple (approximately 2 weeks before 
one of them left for their exchange program overseas). I then measured their intimacy 
processes, interaction patterns and relationship quality with biweekly diary reports 
throughout the duration of the couples’ separation. To assess interaction patterns, they 
were operationalized as an aggregated measure of the different non face-to-face 
communication (i.e. telephone, instant messaging, and email) during the separation. I 
also assessed the perceived satisfaction of frequency and duration of communication 
that were lacking in past LDRs research. Investigating these processes serve to 
illuminate how physical separation affect both partners feelings and behaviours in real 
time and our longitudinal design allows us to comprehensively track couples from 
before they embark on LDRs and throughout their experiences whilst they are 
physically separated.  
 Due to the nature of the study design, data were analyzed separately for the 
pre-separation phase and for the separation phase. The pre-separation phase was 
cross-sectional while the separation phase was in the form of diary data and focused 
on presenting inferential analyses showing the effects that various personality 
variables have on relationship functioning before and whilst couples are physically 
separated. I advanced the hypotheses for both phases separately. 
  
Hypothesis 1: In the pre-separation phase, I hypothesize that as they perceive 
impending separation distress, a) anxious and avoidant individuals should have more 
negative attitudes about LDRs and expect less interaction with their partners; b) that 
individuals with high growth beliefs perceive utility in working and maintaining their 
relationship in spite of separation and should have more positive attitudes towards 
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LDRs as well as more interaction with their partners; c) individuals with high destiny 
beliefs perceive impending physical separation as an obstacle and should have more 
negative attitudes towards LDRs and expect less interaction with their partners. 
 
Hypothesis 2: In the separation phase, I hypothesize that a) there will be a decline in 
relationship quality due to the lack of accessibility and availability of the partner but 
this decrease would gradually level out; b) a decline in the frequency and duration of 
their non face-to-face communication due to restriction of opportunities for 
communication because of separation; c) increase in levels of idealization in order to 
compensate for the lack of availability of the partner. 
 
Hypothesis 3: In the separation phase, I hypothesize that a) engaging in higher levels 
of intimacy processes would increase LDRs relationship quality and attitude; b) 
having more frequent and longer duration of interactions with their partners would 
increase LDRs relationship quality and attitude.  
 
Hypothesis 4: In the separation phase, I hypothesize that anxious and avoidant 
individuals should a) display lower relationship quality and attitude towards LDRs; b) 
but engage in more intimacy processes and interaction to allay their anxiety whilst 
physically separated from their partners.  
 
Hypothesis 5: In the seperation phase, I hypothesize that individuals with high growth 
beliefs should a) display higher relationship quality and attitudes; b) engage in more 
intimacy processes and interaction with their partners whilst physically separated. 
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Hypothesis 6: In the seperation phase, I hypothesize that individuals with high destiny 
beliefs should a) display higher relationship quality and attitudes; b) engage in more 
intimacy processes and interaction with their partners whilst physically separated in 
order to preserve a healthy diagnosis of their relationship. 
  
The last set of hypotheses concerned the moderating effects of homebound-
traveler status in both the pre-separation and separation phase. I hypothesize that there 
would be a) a moderating effect of homebound-traveler status on attitudes towards 
LDRs, relationship quality, intimacy processes and interaction patterns. Specifically, 
homebound individuals will report more negative attitudes, lower relationship quality 
and engage in more intimacy processes and interaction to allay separation anxiety; b) 
I also hypothesized that the separation effects associated with attachment style and 
implicit relationship beliefs to be especially pronounced for the homebound partners 
as compared to the traveling partners. 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants were 34 dating couples from Singapore. Potential participants 
were recruited through flyers and email messages that were distributed to students that 
were selected to go on overseas student exchange programs. The advertisements 
specifically stated that to be eligible for the study, couples should be physically 
separated for a period of about 1 semester (14-16 weeks). The average length of 
separation was 19.58 weeks. The age of participants ranged from 21 to 28 (M = 22.01, 
SD = 1.48). Mean relationship length was 22.26 months (SD = 23.48). I designated 
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the partner who left to go abroad as the traveling partner and the partner who stayed 
behind in Singapore as the homebound partner (Diamond et al., 2008).  
Pre-Separation measures  
At the initial orientation session, participants completed a background 
questionnaire intended to assess basic demographic information (i.e. age and gender). 
They also completed as a couple questions regarding their relationship length, length 
of time separated, destination of the traveling partner as well as the time difference 
between their overseas geographical destination and Singapore. The measures in the 
pre-separation questionnaire package are described below. 
Attachment Style. Participants filled out a 36-item attachment style questionnaire, the 
Experiences in Close Relationships (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; ECR). The 
ECR yields scores on two subscales, avoidance and anxiety. Each question was rated 
on a 7-item Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample 
items are, “I worry about being abandoned” on the anxiety dimension, and “I prefer 
not to show a partner how I feel deep down”, on the avoidance dimension. Internal 
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for the avoidance scale was .90 and internal reliability 
for the anxiety scale was .86 in the current sample.  
Implicit Theory of Relationship Beliefs. The Implicit Theory of Relationship Beliefs 
scale was used to assess participant’s implicit relationship beliefs on two different 
subscales, destiny and growth. The scale contains 4 questions on each subscale, rated 
on a 7-point Likert scale with 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample 
items are, “potential relationship partners are either compatible or they are not” on the 
destiny subscale and “a successful relationship evolves through hard work and 
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resolution of incompatibilities” on the growth subscale. Internal reliability for the 
destiny scale was .86 and the internal reliability of the growth scale was .82.  
Attitude towards LDRs. Participants were also asked to rate on a 7-point Likert scale, 
the extent to which they agreed that LDRs was characterized by the two contradictory 
sayings, with 1 being “out of sight, out of mind” (negative evaluation) and 7 being 
“absence makes the heart grow fonder” (positive evaluation). They were also asked to 
respond to several single-item measures providing their forecasts on stability during 
their LDRs (“How likely do you think that you two will stay together during the 
LDR?”), and extent of relationship maintenance (“To what extent are you willing to 
do whatever you can in order to maintain the LDRs?”) on 7-point scales with higher 
scores indicating positive attitudes towards LDRs. 
Interaction Patterns. Participants were asked to provide information about their 
interaction patterns, such as the average frequency and duration of different modes of 
interaction (i.e. telephone conversations, instant messaging, e-mail, letters etc.) that 
characterized their relationship experience whilst in a proximal relationship. These 
different modes of interactions were summed up separately to create composite 
indexes of their overall interaction pattern in terms of frequency and duration. In 
addition, participants were asked about the frequency and duration they expected to 
have of each these interactions whilst they were in LDRs. Similarly, these were 
summed up to create composite indexes of the expected interaction during their LDRs 
in terms of both frequency and duration. Finally, I created a discrepancy measure by 
subtracting their current frequency and duration of their interaction from what they 
expect whilst they are physically separated.   
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Relationship Quality. To measure relationship quality, the Perceived Relationship 
Quality Components Inventory (PRQC) was used (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas 
2000). Components that were assessed in the PRQC were satisfaction, commitment, 
intimacy, trust, passion, love and romance and each component was measured using 
three items (e.g., “how satisfied are you with your relationship?”). Participants were 
asked to rate their current relationship according to these components with higher 
scores indicating greater perceived quality of the relationship (1 = not at all, 7 = 
extremely). Items were summed and averaged to provide individual scores for each 
component as well as an overall index of relationship quality. The internal reliability 
for this measure was .95 in the current sample.   
Diary Measures 
 The online diary indexed the interaction patterns and emotional experiences of 
the past two weeks. Participants rated their responses on 14 scales but I detail only the 
scales and questions that are relevant to the current article. 
Participants were first asked about their current relationship status (i.e. if they 
had broken up with their partners in the past two weeks between the previous and 
present diary record). If participants indicated that they broke up, they were directed 
to an exit diary. They responded to the question, “Did the physical distance between 
you and your partner contribute to the break up?” by choosing one of the following: 
“not at all”, “somewhat”, “it was the biggest factor” and they were also asked about 
their attitude towards LDRs (1 = out of sight out of mind, 7 = absence makes the heart 
grow fonder) with higher scores indicating a positive attitude. Participants who 
indicated that they were still with their current partner answered the following scales. 
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Interaction Patterns. Participants indicated the average frequency and duration of the 
different modes of interaction in the past 2 weeks. Again these indexes were summed 
up to create composite indexes of the frequency and duration of interaction. In 
addition I also asked participants about their perceived satisfaction with the frequency 
and duration of each of the different modes of interaction (1 = not at all satisfied, 7 = 
very satisfied), and these were again summed to create satisfaction indexes of the 
frequency and duration of their communication.  
Idealization. A direct measure of idealization used was a measure of reminiscent 
thinking, which focuses on positive ruminations that enhance relationships (Cate et 
al., 1995). Sample questions on the reminiscent thinking scale include, “I think about 
the memories I have of our relationship” and “I think about all of the experiences that 
my partner and I have shared together”. Participants rated their relationship according 
to these components on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = extremely uncharacteristic, 7 = 
extremely characteristic). The internal reliability for this scale was .94 in this study.  
Intimacy Processes. Participants also rated nine intimacy processes in their romantic 
relationship using Furman and Burhmester’s (1992) Network of Relationships 
Inventory (NRI). The NRI assessed nine dimensions of intimacy processes that 
characterized romantic relationships with the items in parentheses. The nine 
dimensions were companionship (“How much free time do you spend with this 
person?”); instrumental help (“How much does this person help you figure out or fix 
things?”); descriptive self-disclosure (“How much do you tell your partner about the 
activities you are involved in?”); intimate self-disclosure (“How much do you share 
your secrets and private feelings with this person?”); nurturance of the other (“How 
much do you take care of this person?”), affection (“How much does this person like 
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or love you”), admiration (“How much does this person treat you like you are admired 
and respected?”); reliable alliance (“How sure are you that this relationship will last 
no matter what?”) and conflict (“How much did you and this person get mad with 
each other?”). These intimacy processes were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 
indicating how much of each quality occurred in the relationship (1 = little/none, 2 = 
somewhat, 3 = very much, 4 = extremely, 5 = the most). The nine intimacy processes 
were not aggregated into the NRI in order to compare for any differences in specific 
intimacy processes. Internal reliability for each of the measures was above .80 in this 
study. 
Finally, participants answered questions on the PRQC as well as their attitude 
towards LDRs, which was the extent to which they agreed that LDRs was 
characterized by “out of sight, out of mind” (negative evaluation) or “absence makes 
the heart grow fonder” (positive evaluation).  
Procedure 
 Couples were contacted by email to ascertain the date of their anticipated 
separation. Approximately 2 weeks before their separation, they visited the laboratory 
as a couple. Upon getting informed consent, they proceeded to fill in a questionnaire 
together detailing their relationship length, length of time separated, country, city and 
state that the traveling partner was heading towards, the anticipated time difference 
between the couple as well as the departure date and anticipated arrival date back in 
Singapore. Next, they each filled in the pre-separation questionnaire individually. 
They were then familiarized with the diary component of the study. Two weeks after 
their stated departure date, they started on a bi-weekly 15-min diary record online. 
Both members of the participating couple returned to the research laboratory for a 
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half-hour follow-up session two weeks after they have transited back from a long-
distance relationship to a proximal relationship (i.e., when one or both partners have 
returned to Singapore) and were debriefed on the study. In the event that a couple 
broke up during the period when they were physically separated, the diary was 
stopped and the follow-up session was arranged separately for the couple. Couples 
were reimbursed for their participation in the study. 
 During the orientation session, I attempted to familiarize the participants with 
the bi-weekly diary record by going through all the items and answering any queries 
that the participants had.  It was emphasized that diary records should not be 
discussed and that their responses would not be revealed to their partners. Participants 
were informed that in the event they missed a diary record for the day, they could 
complete it within the next two days. However, if they still did not complete the diary 
by 72 hours after the first diary reminder, they were asked to skip that diary and wait 
two weeks later for the subsequent diary record. To maximize diary compliance, e-
mail reminders were sent to participating couples at 12pm (+8 GMT) on the day that 
they were supposed to fill in the diary records as well as the subsequent days if they 
failed to complete the diary. Furthermore, consistent with Green, Rafaeli, Bolger, 
Shrout, and Reis’s (2006) recommendations, I sought to establish a strong rapport 
with the participants by issuing diary cards that contained the experimenter’s name 
and cell phone number so that they could direct their questions to the same person. I 
also periodically checked in with the participants to answer any questions and 
concerns, as well as personalized my email reminders to indicate their progress in the 
diary records. Moreover, they also indicated that compliance is facilitated in couple 
studies as partners can serve as potential reminders to each other in completing the 
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diary records. Only diary measures returned on time were treated as valid and retained 
in the data set. 60 individuals had complete data for all items and all days. 8 
individuals had less than 80% completion rate for the diary entries, with the lowest 
being 10%. Of the 34 original couples, only 1 couple indicated that they had broken 
up during the time whilst they were physically separated. 
Results  
Pre-Separation Analyses 
 The analyses were first focused on assessing the pre-separation period and 
Hypothesis 1 was examined with the data collected before couples embarked on their 
LDRs. Questions of the associations between the partners’ individual differences in 
terms of attachment style, implicit relationship beliefs and homebound-traveler status 
on their attitudes towards LDRs as well as their expected interactions were addressed. 
In the current study, analyses were conducted on both homebound and 
traveling partners simultaneously in order to examine the actor and partner effects of 
the individual differences on attachment and implicit theory of relationship beliefs on 
relationship quality, interaction patterns as well as their attitudes towards LDRs 
before separation. The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM; Kenny, Kashy & 
Cook, 2006) was used in order to assess the contributions of both partners’ personality 
measures on their own and partner’s behavioural and psychological measures 
concerning LDRs (see Figure 1). The APIM is an appropriate technique for data-
analytic use when the dyad is the unit of analysis and when analyses are performed 
between and within dyads (Kashy & Kenny, 2000). Thus, the APIM can examine 
whether a person’s own attributes predicts his own response and behaviours (actor 
effect), it can also examine whether the partner’s attributes predict the actor’s 
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response and behaviours (partner effect), controlling for each other. For example, an 
actor effect for anxiety would indicate that an individual’s attachment anxiety 
predicted his/her attitude towards LDRs, controlling for his/her partner’s attachment 
anxiety. A partner effect for anxiety would indicate that the partner’s attachment 
anxiety predicted the actor’s attitude towards LDRs, controlling for the actor’s level 
of anxiety. All of the predictor variables were centered on the grand mean of the 
sample. In order to test the predictions pertaining to the pre-separation period, I used 
the MIXED program in SPSS to conduct the APIM analyses of anxiety and avoidance 
orientations of attachment as well as implicit relationship beliefs on LDRs attitude 
and interaction patterns. Homebound-traveler status was effect coded (i.e. -1, 1 
respectively).   
APIM tests of Attachment by Homebound-Traveler Status 
 The first set of analyses tested the predictions of how attachment orientations 
affected attitudes towards LDRs, namely that individuals who were highly anxious or 
highly avoidant would have less confidence in their LDRs and that these effects 
would be moderated by homebound-traveler status (see Hypothesis 1a). I estimated 
several models and for each model, entered actors’ and partners’ continuous scale 
scores on the attachment orientations of anxiety or avoidance with homebound-
traveler status. I also entered the resulting two-way interaction terms between Actor 
Anxiety X Status, Partner Anxiety X Status; Actor Avoidance X Status, Partner 
Avoidance X Status. The results of these analyses are presented in Tables 1 and 2. 
 As shown in Tables 1 and 2, attachment anxiety and avoidance had significant 
actor and partner effects on forecasting their LDRs stability (though attachment 
anxiety only reached marginal significance). Actor effects revealed that anxious and 
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avoidant individuals felt that they were less likely to stay together during the LDR (bs 
< -.21, ts < -1.84, ps < .10) and partner effects also demonstrated that when 
individuals’ had partners who were highly anxious or avoidant, they reported lower 
likelihood of staying together during the LDRs (bs < -.19, ts < -1.75, ps < .10). For the 
extent of relationship maintenance, actor effects revealed that more avoidant 
individuals were less willing to work on their LDRs, (b = -.54, t = -3.11, p < .05). In 
other words, it seems that insecure attachment negatively influences peoples’ 
confidence towards their LDRs. 
 The predictions for the effects of attachment orientations on the attitude 
towards LDRs were also tested. Specifically, the dependant variable was participants’ 
endorsement in whether LDRs were characterized by “out of sight out of mind” or 
“absence makes the heart grow fonder”, with the former representing a negative 
perspective whereas the latter represents a positive perspective. Attachment avoidance 
yielded a significant effect in predicting attitude towards LDRs. Specifically, highly 
avoidant individuals reported a more negative attitude towards LDRs, b = -.83, t = 
4.02, p < .05. Attachment anxiety was not a significant predictor on attitude towards 
LDRs.  
 Next, the predictions for attachment orientations on the expected change in 
interaction patterns were tested. A discrepancy index was created by subtracting 
participants’ the frequency and duration of interaction whilst in a proximal 
relationship from what they expected frequency and duration of interaction during 
their LDRs. Positive scores indicated that they expected more frequent and/or longer 
duration of interaction in their LDRs as compared to when they were physically 
together.  
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Results showed that no significant effects emerged for the expected change in 
frequency of their contact. However, there was a marginally significant actor effect 
for attachment anxiety on the expected change in the duration of their contact, b = -
53.36, t = -1.70, p < .10 and a marginally significant homebound-traveler status 
interaction with the actor effect of attachment anxiety, b = -59.85 t = -1.91, p < .10. 
Regression lines were plotted for individuals scoring one standard deviation above 
and below sample means on attachment orientations. For travelers, having low 
attachment anxiety was associated with higher expectations of contact duration and 
there was no significant effect for homebound individuals (see Figure 2a). There was 
also a significant partner effect for attachment avoidance, b = -84.78, t = -2.17, p < 
.05, and a marginally significant homebound-traveler status interaction with the 
partner effect of attachment avoidance, b = -73.15, t = -1.78, p < .10,. Regression lines 
were plotted for individuals scoring one standard deviation above and below sample 
means on attachment orientations. For homebound individuals, having traveling 
partners low in attachment avoidance was associated with higher expectations of 
contact duration. There was no significant effect for the traveling individuals (see 
Figure 2b). This suggests that secure individuals are optimistic in expecting a 
lengthier duration of contact whilst in LDRs.  
APIM tests of Implicit Relationship Beliefs by Homebound-Traveler Status 
 The second set of analyses tested the predictions of how implicit relationship 
beliefs affected attitudes towards LDRs, where individuals who had high implicit 
relationship growth beliefs would express more confidence in their LDRs with the 
opposite effect being observed for individuals reporting high implicit relationship 
destiny beliefs (see Hypothesis 1b, c). As with the previous analyses, actors’ and 
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partners’ implicit growth or destiny relationship beliefs with homebound-traveler 
status as well as the resulting interaction terms were entered in the models for 
analyses. The dependent variables were the same as those in the first analyses. The 
results in Tables 3 and 4 show that significant actor and partner effects emerged for 
implicit relationship beliefs. 
 As shown in Table 3, significant actor effects of implicit growth beliefs 
emerged on the extent of relationship maintenance, b = .61, t = 3.40, p < .05. 
Consistent with my predictions, actor effects revealed that individuals who were high 
in growth beliefs were more willing to work hard to make their LDRs successful. No 
other effects were found. 
 As shown in Table 4, the predictions that individuals with high destiny beliefs 
would perceive their relationships in a negative way due to LDRs presenting an 
obstacle towards them being together were also tested. Significant actor and partner 
effects emerged on forecasts of relationship survival. Consistent with my predictions 
for forecasts of stability during LDRs, there was a significant partner effect for 
implicit destiny belief, b = -.29, t = -2.46, p < .05, which was moderated by 
homebound-traveler status, b = -.28, t = -2.28, p < .05. This interaction indicated that 
for homebound individuals, having a traveling partner high in implicit destiny was 
associated with less likelihood of staying together during their LDR, b = -.56, t = -
2.76, p < .05, whereas for traveling individuals, having a homebound partner high in 
implicit destiny had no effect on the perceived likelihood of staying together during 
their LDR. 
Table 4 also indicated that homebound-traveler status interacted with the actor 
and partner effect of implicit destiny beliefs on the extent of relationship maintenance 
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of their LDRs, b = .35, t = 2.75, p < .05 and b = -.29, t = -1.894, p < .10 respectively. 
Contrary to my predictions, the actor effects showed that homebound individuals high 
in destiny beliefs reported a lower willingness to work, b = -.34, t = -1.87, p < .10, but 
in contrast, traveling individuals high in destiny beliefs reported a higher willingness 
to work on their LDRs, b = .37, t = 1.99, p < .05. With regards to the partner effects, 
homebound individuals whose partners reported high destiny beliefs were less likely 
to work on their LDRs, b = -.53, t = -1.82, p < .10, but for traveling individuals, there 
was no effect of partners’ destiny beliefs on the willingness to work on LDRs (see 
Figure 3).  
Next, I tested the predictors of implicit relationship beliefs on the attitude 
towards LDRs. Several actor and interaction effects emerged. Specifically, individuals 
who were high in growth beliefs reported that they had a more positive attitude 
towards LDRs, b = .84, t = 3.89, p < .05. There was also an interaction of home-bound 
traveler status with actor effects of implicit destiny beliefs, b = .35, t = 1.93, p < .05. 
This interaction indicated that for homebound individuals, those who had high 
implicit destiny beliefs felt more negatively about LDRs whereas there was no effect 
of destiny beliefs on the travelers.  
Just like the previous section on attachment, the effects of the predictors of 
implicit relationship beliefs on the expected changes in the interaction frequency and 
duration of their interactions due to physical separation were tested. No significant 
interactions emerged with homebound-traveler status. There was a significant partner 
effect for growth beliefs, where individuals whose partners were high in implicit 
growth beliefs reported higher expectations of contact duration, b = 83.52, t = 2.02, p 
< .05. This suggests that individuals take into account their partners’ propensity to 
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maintain relationships, hence expecting that their interaction duration would increase 
whilst physically apart.  
Diary Data Analyses 
 In the second part of the study, a dyadic diary methodology was used to 
capture the variation in each member of the couple over a period of approximately 20 
weeks. A central goal to this part of the study was to test the predictions about the 
associations between attachment and implicit relationship beliefs with attitudes, 
feelings and behaviours concerning LDRs and I expected similar patterns of results to 
occur in the diary and that reported in Part 1 of the study.   
To address the nonindependence in the dyadic, multilevel modeling (MLM; 
also known as hierarchical linear modeling; Kenny, Kashy & Bolger, 1998; 
Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) was used to test the models. It would be intuitive to think 
of the structure of a dyadic diary to take the form of three-level multilevel model; the 
couple, the individuals within the couple and the diaries within each individual. 
However, at the level of individuals within the couple (middle level), there are only 
two observations, which leaves no space for additional variability other than the 
distinguishing variable of gender (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003). Hence, to solve 
this problem, I used a two-level model where weekly reports were nested within 
individuals (Level 1) and individuals were nested within couples (Level 2) with 
homebound-traveler status (instead of gender) as a repeated variable at Level 1 
(Bolger et al., 2003; Gable & Poore, 2008; Laurenceau & Bolger, 2005; Raudenbush 
& Bryk, 2002). Using this approach, regression equations for both travelers and 
homebound individuals can be simultaneously estimated. This approach would also 
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allow us to control for dependencies across multiple measures and between partners 
and I utilized the SPSS MIXED model to test the hypotheses in the separation phase.   
For all measures, the level-1 (i.e. bi-weekly) predictors were centered on each 
individual’s mean across his/her own diaries throughout the 20-week study. Group-
mean centering was employed as we wanted to account for the differences between 
individuals and I also wanted to assess if weekly changes from a participant’s own 
mean were associated with changes in the dependent variables examined in the study 
whereas the level-2 predictors, i.e. attachment or implicit relationship beliefs, were 
centered on the grand mean (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Thus, significant effects for 
the level-1 variables reflect high or low deviation from one’s own mean, whereas 
significant effects for the level-2 variables reflect high or low deviation from the 
sample mean. I constructed a series of MLM equations to examine various hypotheses 
during the separation phase. 
Trajectory of relationship dynamics while physically apart.  In the first analysis, I 
examined the trajectory of relationship quality, intimacy processes and interaction 
patterns using growth curve models utilizing both linear and quadratic terms, 
reflecting processes of adjustment in both homebound and travelling individuals (see 
Hypothesis 2). The first diary entry was coded 0 and each successive diary was coded 
in consecutive linear integers (i.e. 1, 2, 3 etc.) as well as in a quadratic manner. 
Throughout the separation period, I expected to find that there would be an initial 
decline in intimacy processes as well as frequency and duration of interaction patterns 
before stabilizing. It was also expected that there would be a decrease in relationship 
quality before stabilizing. The equations utilized to test the growth models are as 
follow: 
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Level-1 Equation -- 
Yijk = (IHij)*(a0Hj + a1HjkDHjk + a2HjkD2Hjk + eHjk)  
               + (ITij)*(a0Tj + a1TjkDTjk + a2TjkD2Tjk + eTjk) (1) 
 
Level-2 Equation – 
 a0Hj = b00H + v1Hj (1.1) 
 a0Tj = b00T + v1Tj (1.2) 
a1Hj = b10H + v1Hj (1.3) 
 a1Tj = b01T + v1Tj (1.4) 
a2Hj = b20H + v2Hj (1.5) 
 a2Tj = b02T + v2Tj (1.6) 
 
Equation 1 uses two dummy codes IHij and ITij to differentiate between 
homebound individuals from travelers. All homebound individuals (H) had a value of 
1 on IHij and 0 on ITij whereas all traveling individuals had the value of 0 on IHij and 1 
on ITij. Yijk is the dependent variable of person i from couple j in the kth diary. DHjk and 
DTjk are diary codes representing linear trends (0 for the first diary, 1 for the second 
diary, etc.) whereas D2Hjk and D2Tjk represents the quadratic terms of diary codes. The 
coefficients a1Hjk and a1Tjk represent the effect of time, i.e. 2 weeks on the dependent 
variable for homebound and traveling individuals respectively. Due to the way the 
time points were coded, the two intercepts, a0Hj and a0Tj, represent the initial level of 
the dependent variable of homebound and traveling individuals of couple j 
respectively, on his/her first diary entries when the couple just embarked on their 
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LDRs. The Level-1 residuals (eHjk and eTjk) take into account the nonindependence of 
different diary entries from the same individual. Moreover, the repeated measure 
specification (i.e. homebound vs. traveling status) allows the two random residuals to 
be correlated as well. This accounts for the nonindependence between the specific 
diary entry i from both members of couple j.  
The Level-2 model then specifies that for each couple j, the Level-1 effects (a0 
in Equation 1.1, 1.2) become the outcome variables of Level-2. Interpretations of the 
coefficients for homebound individuals in Equations 1.1, 1.3 and 1.5 are as follow:  
-b00H is how an average homebound individual felt on the dependent variable 
in the first diary; 
-b10H is how an average homebound individual’s feeling on the dependent 
variable varied as time progressed (main effect of diary linear trend); 
-b20H is how an average homebound individual’s feeling on the dependent 
variable varied as time progressed (main effect of diary quadratic trend); 
Interpretations of coefficients in Equations 2.1, 2.3 and 2.5 are similar, except that 
they refer to traveling individuals. The results of the models were presented in Table 
5. 
Contrary to my predictions, there were no significant linear or quadratic trends 
in terms of relationship quality, LDRs attitude as well as the frequency and duration 
of interaction between partners throughout the separation period (see Hypothesis 2a 
and b). It was expected that due to the transition into LDRs, couples would initially be 
less satisfied with the quality of their relationships, resulting in a decrease but it 
would stabilize as time progressed. However, such a pattern was not evident in the 
results. It was also expected that due to separation, couples would find less time to be 
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able to communicate with one another due to differing schedules, and hence there 
would be a decline in the frequency and duration of their interaction. Again, this 
pattern was not evident in the results.  
I expected that there would be an increase in the level of idealization in order 
to compensate for the lack of availability of the partner, such that relationship quality 
would not be compromised (see Hypothesis 2c). However, contrary to my predictions, 
there was a significant negative linear and positive quadratic trend in idealization for 
homebound individuals and a marginally significant negative linear trend for 
travelling individuals. Specifically, homebound individuals showed a decline in 
reminiscent thinking before stabilizing and travelling individuals showed a decline in 
reminiscent thinking. This suggests that LDRs couples idealized their partners less as 
time progressed, but this declining trend reversed for homebound individuals as they 
progressed closer towards reunion (see Figure 4).  
Given the above findings that there was no decline in either relationship 
quality or LDRs attitude, it can be posited that couples engaged in more intimacy 
processes in order to alleviate separation effects with the effects being more salient in 
homebound individuals than traveling individuals. However, results from the 
exploratory analyses suggest that instead of homebound individuals engaging in more 
intimacy processes, it was the travelling individuals who engaged in lesser intimacy 
processes instead as their LDRs progressed. Significant negative linear and positive 
quadratic trends were found in terms of the intimacy processes of descriptive self-
disclosure, affection and intimate self-disclosure and these effects were moderated by 
homebound-traveler status. Specifically, travelling individuals showed an initial 
decline in descriptive self-disclosure, affection and intimate self-disclosure before 
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increasing again later and there were no significant trend effects for homebound 
individuals. This suggests that travelling individuals engaged in more descriptive and 
intimate self-disclosure, sharing more private thoughts as well as daily events partner 
and felt more loved by their partner in the beginning phases of separation to alleviate 
separation effects. These intimacy processes declined as time wore on, suggesting that 
separation became less salient to the travelling partners. However, these trends were 
reversed and there was an increase in the level of intimacy processes as they 
progressed closer towards reunion (see Figure 5).  
Predicting assessments of LDRs on separation-related behaviour. In the next 
analyses, I wanted to examine whether intimacy processes and interaction patterns 
would predict attitudes towards LDRs and relationship quality whilst couples were 
separated (see Hypothesis 3). Hence, four different models were utilized to test the 
hypotheses using the different permutations of the independent variables of intimacy 
processes or interaction patterns on the dependent variables of LDRs attitude and 
relationship quality. These analyses followed the same framework as the previous 




Level-1 Equation -- 
Yijk = (IHij)*(a0Hj + a1HjkDHjk + a2HjkINSDHjk + eHjk)  
               + (ITij)*(a0Tj + a1TjkDTjk + a2TjkINSDTjk + eTjk) (2) 
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Level-2 Equation – 
 a0Hj = b00H + v1Hj (2.1) 
 a0Tj = b00T + v1Tj (2.2) 
a1Hj = b10H + v1Hj (2.3) 
 a1Tj = b01T + v1Tj (2.4) 
a2Hj = b20H + v2Hj (2.5) 
 a2Tj = b02T + v2Tj (2.6) 
 
Yijk represents either attitude towards LDRs or the relationship quality of person i from 
couple j in the kth diary. Interpretations of the coefficients in the present model 
followed that of the model used in the previous analysis. However, the quadratic term 
present in the previous model was removed from the current model as it was usually a 
non-significant predictor as shown in the previous analyses. Hence to achieve 
parsimony in the model, only the linear term was retained. INSDHjk and INSDTjk 
represent the intimacy process of intimate self-disclosure and this term could be 
substituted with the other independent variables of the remaining eight intimacy 
processes (e.g. descriptive self-disclosure, reliable alliance etc.) as well as interaction 
patterns. The coefficients a2Hjk and a2Tjk represent the average level of each of the nine 
intimacy processes or interaction patterns on the dependent variable for homebound 
and traveling individuals respectively. The interpretation of the Level-2 Equations 
2.1, 2.3 and 2.5 for homebound individuals are as follow: 
-b00H is how an average homebound individual felt on the dependent variable 
in the first diary; 
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-b10H is how an average homebound individual’s feeling on the dependent 
variable varied as time progressed (main effect of diary linear trend); 
-b20H is how an average homebound individual’s feeling on the dependent 
variable associated with a one-unit change in intimate self-disclosure (main 
effect of intimate self-disclosure); 
 
As expected, significant positive effects of the intimacy processes of 
descriptive self-disclosure, intimate self-disclosure, reliable alliance, admiration, 
affection were found (see Hypothesis 3a). This indicated that the more an individual 
engaged in intimacy processes, the more an individual would perceive a positive 
attitude towards LDRs, all bHs > .53, ts > 1.93, ps < .05, all bTs > .21, ts > 2.61, ps < 
.05. A significant negative effect for conflict emerged as well, but only in homebound 
individuals, bH = -.21, t = -1.99, p < .05. Since separation effects have been found to 
be more salient in homebound individuals, this suggests that they viewed the presence 
of conflict as especially detrimental to the stability of LDRs compared to travelling 
individuals. Additionally, there was also a significant positive effect for reminiscent 
thinking, but surprisingly, this was only found in travelling individuals, bT = .36, t = 
2.46, p < .05. Travelling individuals who reported more reminiscent thinking also had 
a more positive attitude towards LDRs. Considering that travelling individuals are less 
affected by physical separation, this result suggests that engaging in idealization truly 
reflects how “absence makes the heart grow fonder” for them.     
I expected that the findings in the intimacy processes that would predict 
relationship quality for couples in LDRs would be similar as that on LDRs attitude. 
As expected, significant positive effects for descriptive self-disclosure, intimate self-
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disclosure, reliable alliance, admiration, affection and nurturance emerged, all bHs > 
.29, ts > 2.07, ps < .05, all bTs > .26, ts > 2.01, ps < .05. There was also a significant 
positive effect for reminiscent thinking, and this effect was only found in homebound 
individuals, bH = .50, t = 3.59, p < .05. Homebound individuals who reported more 
reminiscent thinking also indicated that they had higher relationship quality, 
suggesting that due to the saliency of separation, idealization is more applicable to 
homebound individuals in maintaining LDRs.    
Further, I was concerned with investigating the relationship between partner 
interaction patterns on their attitude towards LDRs as well their relationship quality 
(see Hypothesis 3b). The frequency and duration of the interaction between partners 
had no significant effects on individuals’ attitude towards LDRs. Satisfaction with the 
frequency and duration of interaction had no significant effects on attitude towards 
LDRs as well. This suggests that in spite of the restriction in opportunities for 
interaction due to physical separation, the frequency and duration of non face-to-face 
communication between partners did not have effects on their attitude towards LDRs.       
A significant positive linear trend emerged for the satisfaction of frequency 
and duration of interaction reported on relationship quality, all bs > .05, ts > 2.60, ps < 
.05. This suggests that as time progressed whilst they were physically separated, 
individuals became more satisfied with the frequency and duration of interaction with 
their partners and this had a positive effect on relationship quality. 
Predicting assessments of LDRs on separation-related moderators. The present study 
was also concerned about finding the moderating effects of attachment orientations 
and implicit relationship beliefs on LDRs attitude as well as relationship quality and 
thus these individual differences were entered in the level-2 equation (see Hypothesis 
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4a, 5a and 6a). Anxious and avoidant attachment were predicted to have negative 
effects on LDRs attitude and relationship quality. High growth and destiny beliefs 
were predicted to have positive effects on LDRs attitude and relationship quality. The 
equations utilized to test the models are as follow: 
Level-1 Equation -- 
Yijk = (IHij)*(a0Hj + a1HjkDHjk + eHjk)  
               + (ITij)*(a0Tj + a1TjkDTjk + eTjk) (3) 
Level-2 Equation – 
 a0Hj = b00H + b01HANXHj + v1Hj (3.1) 
 a0Tj = b00T + b01TANXTj + v1Tj  (3.2) 
 a1Hj = b10H + b11HANXHj + v1Hj (3.3) 
 a1Tj = b01T + b11TANXTj + v1Tj  (3.4) 
 
The between-person level (Level-2) of the model specifies that for each couple 
j, the Level-1 effects (a0 and a1 in Equation 3) can vary as a function of person i’s 
attachment anxiety (ANX). In other words, each of the Level-1 effects now becomes 
the outcome variables at Level 2. ANX scores were centered before entering the 
model. ANX scores were substituted for attachment avoidance or implicit relationship 
beliefs in subsequent models. Interpretations of coefficients in Equations 3.1 and 3.3 
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-b00H is how an average homebound individual (whose ANX) is at the mean 
felt on the dependent variable in the first diary; 
-b01H is the amount of change in a homebound individual’s dependent variable 
in the first diary associated with a one-unit change in the individual’s 
attachment anxiety (main effect of ANX); 
-b10H is how an average homebound individual’s feeling on the dependent 
variable varied as time progressed (main effect of diary); 
-b11H represents the moderating effect of attachment anxiety on the association 
between time and the dependent variable (cross-level interaction between 
diary and ANX) 
Interpretations of the coefficients in Equations 3.2 and 3.4 are similar as above, except 
that they are referring to traveling individuals.  
Results showed that implicit relationship growth and destiny beliefs did not 
have any significant effects on individual’s attitudes towards LDRs. However, there 
were significant negative effects of implicit relationship growth beliefs on relationship 
quality, b = -.24, t = -2.40, p < .05. This indicates that individuals with high growth 
beliefs actually reported lower relationship quality. However, this was qualified by 
cross-level interaction between the linear trend of time and growth beliefs on 
relationship quality, b = .05, t = 3.24, p < .05. Individuals with high growth beliefs 
reported increasing relationship quality as they progressed in their LDRs. Taken 
together, this suggests that individuals with high growth beliefs had realistic 
evaluations of their relationship, and their efforts to maintain their LDRs translated to 
having higher relationship quality as they spent more time physically apart. 
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Finally, contrary to my predictions, attachment orientations did not have any 
significant effects on individuals’ attitude towards LDRs as well as relationship 
quality. This suggests that anxious and avoidant individuals did not have a more 
negative attitude towards LDRs as well as report lower relationship quality during 
separation as compared to secure individuals.  
Predicting separation-related behaviours on separation-related moderators.  Given 
the findings that intimacy processes and interaction patterns were predictive of 
relationship quality and LDRs attitude, models were developed to test the 
hypothesized effects of attachment orientations and implicit relationship beliefs on 
intimacy processes, idealization and interaction patterns that were associated with 
LDRs functioning. It was hypothesized that anxious and avoidant individuals would 
engage in more intimacy processes and non face-to-face communication in order to 
alleviate separation effects (see Hypothesis 4b). It was also hypothesized that people 
with high growth beliefs and high destiny beliefs would engage in more intimacy 
processes and non face-to-face communication in order to maintain their LDRs (see 
Hypothesis 5b and 6b). The equations utilized to test these models were similar to the 
ones in the previous analyses testing Hypothesis 3a, 4a and 5a with the dependent 
variables being each of the nine intimacy processes or interaction patterns. Again, the 
interpretations of the coefficients followed that of the previous analyses.  
The analyses conducted surfaced promising evidence for the hypothesized 
moderating effects of attachment orientations and implicit relationship beliefs on the 
relationship maintenance processes. First, that avoidant individuals actually engaged 
in more nurturance of their partners whilst in LDRs, b = .12, t = 2.07, p < .05. 
Second, there were significant positive linear trends for the effect of anxious 
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attachment on reliable alliance and duration of interactions with their partners. 
Anxiously attached people thus reported having more confidence in their 
relationships, b = .017, t = 2.16, p < .05, and having longer interactions with their 
partners, b = 3.03, t = 1.94, p < .05, as they progressed longer into their LDRs, 
perhaps affirming their partner’s availability and allaying separation effects.    
Second, there were significant negative linear trends for the effect of avoidant 
attachment on companionship and nurturance of other. Avoidantly attached 
individuals reported less companionship as they progressed through their LDRs, b = -
.026, t = -2.29, p < .05. Also as earlier mentioned, even though avoidantly attached 
individuals engaged in more nurturance of their partner whilst in LDRs, this declined 
over time, b = -.031, t = -3.06, p < .05. This suggests that during the period of 
physical separation, avoidant individuals increased their desire for autonomy and 
emotional distance in their relationships.     
Third, there were significant positive linear trends for the effect of implicit 
growth beliefs on the intimacy processes of companionship, affection, reliable 
alliance, descriptive self-disclosure, duration of interaction as well as satisfaction of 
interaction duration were found. Individuals with high growth beliefs reported 
engaging in more intimacy processes over time in order to maintain their LDRs, all bs 
> .024, ts > 2.10, ps < .05.   
Finally, there were significant positive linear trends for the effect of implicit 
destiny beliefs on the intimacy processes of intimate self-disclosure, affection, 
admiration, and reliable alliance but a significant negative linear trend of destiny 
beliefs on frequency of interaction. Over time, individuals with high destiny beliefs 
engaged in more intimacy processes that allowed them to idealize their partner, all bs 
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> .017, ts > 2.03, ps < .05. They also engaged in less frequent interactions as time 
progressed, b = -.81, t = -2.81, p < .05. This suggests that their idealized evaluation of 
their partner was able to compensate for restricted opportunities for interaction and 
that physical separation was no longer viewed as an obstacle towards the longevity of 
their relationship. 
In summary, results suggest that other than avoidant individuals, anxious 
individuals and individuals with high growth and destiny beliefs engaged in more 
intimacy processes and interaction over time. Even though the hypothesized main 
effects of attachment orientations and implicit relationship beliefs did not emerge on 
intimacy processes and interaction patterns, couples adapted and made adjustments 
while progressing through their LDRs. These results could be placed in conjunction to 
earlier results reporting the lack of decline in relationship quality even though couples 
were physically separated. 
Discussion 
 The present study is the first to examine psychological, behavioural and 
attitudinal changes associated with prolonged physical separation between romantic 
partners with a longitudinal dyadic design. It fills several critical gaps in the literature 
by linking two major theories, attachment theory and implicit relationship beliefs to 
the study of LDRs. It also reveals how individual differences intersect with dyadic 
characteristics to jointly affect how romantic partners feel and behave in their LDRs. 
Moreover, in examining the real time relationship dynamics as they unfold between 
the romantic partners from before they were separated to during their physical 
separation, I was able to model in both parts of the study, significant separation-
related effects for both members of the couple and how they affected each other. Most 
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importantly, it was evident from the present study that attachment theory and implicit 
relationship beliefs provide useful frameworks to explain and understand various 
kinds of relationship maintenance behaviours that are likely to promote or undermine 
successful LDRs. In support of these prior theoretical models that were posited to 
moderate separation effects, the results in both pre-separation and separation periods 
indicated that attachment orientations and implicit relationship beliefs were associated 
with attitudes and LDRs functioning. These effects were found to be particularly 
pronounced in homebound individuals and were consistent with that of past studies 
which demonstrated how homebound individuals were especially affected by 
separation (Diamond et al., 2008). 
Attitude towards LDRs 
 In the period prior to separation, anxiously and avoidantly attached individuals 
had negative perceptions towards forecasts of their LDRs survival, extent of 
relationship maintenance and attitude towards LDRs and were disproportionately 
sensitive to the impending notion of physical separation and lack of partner 
availability. Moreover, the threat of impending separation activated the attachment 
system for insecurely attached individuals and homebound individuals, manifesting in 
their expectations that they would have less frequent and shorter interactions with 
their partners whilst physically separated. Interestingly, I found evidence that securely 
attached traveling individuals actually expected that they would have more frequent 
and longer interactions with their partners whilst they were separated. Thus, these 
findings also reflect how securely attached individuals perceive their oncoming LDRs 
with confidence. It can be seen that in the transition period before separation, working 
models of attachment contributed to organizing beliefs and attitudes about LDRs 
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consistent with attachment theory and research and point to the fear of abandonment 
that anxiously and avoidantly attached individuals had with regards to their LDRs.   
Furthermore, in line with the predictions on the dimensions of implicit growth 
beliefs and implicit destiny beliefs, I found that implicit growth beliefs had positive 
repercussions on attitude about LDRs. I also found that for people with high destiny 
beliefs, LDRs was viewed as an obstacle which lowered the future potential of the 
relationship. They perceived that their relationships were not meant to be and would 
not last during the period whilst they were separated. However, it is interesting that 
for travelers, destiny belief actually increased the willingness to work on their LDRs 
instead of lowering the willingness as predicted. This raises a hypothesis-fitting but 
counterintuitive conclusion. This result seems to suggest that for the travelers, their 
destiny belief imbued in their relationship a sense of meaning and value, that helped 
them overcome the obstacle of LDRs, hence they did not feel the separation effects as 
keenly as the homebound individuals.   
Results in the pre-separation period highlighting the associations between 
attachment orientations, implicit relationship beliefs and LDRs served as a stepping 
stone in order to understand in closer detail the nuances of LDRs attitude when 
couples were physically separated.  In exploring the change in LDRs attitude during 
the separation period, results showed that there was no significant decline in the 
perception of the attitude towards LDRs.  Surprisingly, the predicted effects did not 
emerge on implicit relationship beliefs and attachment orientations. It did not emerge 
that implicit relationship beliefs served as an adaptive tool in order to buffer 
individuals against the separation distress through perceiving LDRs in an optimistic 
light. Furthermore, in spite of the lack of physical closeness, anxiously attached and 
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avoidantly attached individuals did not perceive LDRs pessimistically whilst they 
were physically separated from their partner. These results seem to provide tentative 
evidence that individuals did not perceive their separation in an overtly pessimistic 
manner, which was in contrast to what Helgeson (1994) found where there was a 
belief that LDRs relationships were less likely to survive than proximal ones. 
Relationship Quality 
 Just as Helgeson (1994) reflected the pessimistic attitude about LDRs, 
intuitively, one would think that individuals in LDRs would also report lower 
relationship quality as they were physically separated. Contrary to belief, there was no 
significant deterioration of relationship quality whilst the couples were physically 
separated. More importantly were exploring the effects of attachment and implicit 
relationship beliefs on relationship quality and interaction patterns whilst couples 
were physically separated. Among the most notable findings of the study was that 
implicit relationship beliefs of growth were adaptive in the function and maintenance 
of LDRs. Individuals with high growth beliefs actually reported lower relationship 
quality than those with low growth beliefs. However, having high growth beliefs 
entailed them to feel that their relationship quality as they progressed in their LDRs 
over time. Taken together, this suggests that individuals with high growth beliefs had 
realistic evaluations of their relationship, and their efforts to maintain their LDRs 
translated to having higher relationship quality as they spent more time physically 
apart. Just as insecurely attached individuals did not perceive having an optimistic or 
pessimistic attitude towards LDRs, anxious individuals and avoidant individuals did 
not report having lower relationship quality as compared to their secured counterparts. 
With past research establishing that the attachment behavioural system is activated 
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when the relationship is faced with separation-related threat, the results suggest that 
for the insecurely attached individuals, the attachment behavioural system was not 
activated even though the couples were physically apart. It maybe that couples were 
adapting to physical separation, attenuating distress, hence the attachment system was 
not activated. 
Intimacy Processes and Interaction Patterns 
 Granted that there were no changes in the trajectory for attitude towards LDRs 
and relationship quality, these findings suggest the conclusion that couples were not 
negatively affected by the fact that they were physically separated. However, these 
findings had to be qualified by examining the changes in the trajectory for intimacy 
processes and interaction patterns in order for a complete picture of LDRs 
functioning. Again, one would expect that due physical separation, their only form of 
interaction would be restricted and confined through the means of non face-to-face 
communication. Despite only feasibly communicating through non face-to-face 
channels, individuals in LDRs did not let these interactions wane throughout the 
separation period. Hence, there was no decline in the frequency and duration of their 
interaction whilst physically separated., This suggests that restricted opportunities for 
communication actually do not impede romantic relationships that are separated by 
long distance as relationship quality does not suffer.  
However, a closer look at the findings revealed that there was actually a 
corresponding decrease in levels of intimacy processes through the course of the 
LDRs but they increased as they progressed closer to reunion and this was moderated 
by homebound-traveler status. Notably, such patterns were reported by travelling 
individuals suggesting that as they became adapted to separation, they were less 
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affected by the salience of separation effects and hence engaged in less intimacy 
processes over time. The increase in intimacy processes thereafter could suggest that 
in anticipation of reunion, traveling individuals increased their levels of intimacy 
processes back to levels before the separation.  
Intimacy processes also had significant predictive effects on relationship 
quality and attitude towards LDRs. Specifically, individuals who engaged in more 
intimacy processes also had higher LDRs relationship quality. The same pattern was 
displayed with regards to their attitude towards LDRs. For example, in spite of 
restricted communication, individuals in LDRs were more likely to make the most of 
their interactions in engaging in intimate self-disclosure. These intimacy processes 
were associated with maintenance of connection with their partner, enabling 
individuals’ to affirm their partners’ availability and responsiveness to their needs. I 
also found that idealization had a positive effect on LDRs relationship quality, but this 
effect was only found in homebound individuals. This suggests that in spite of 
restricted communication, another complementary explanation for the lack of decline 
in relationship quality may be explained by the tendency for individuals in LDRs, 
particularly homebound individuals to idealize and reminisce about their relationship. 
Thus communication is not only quantitatively limited in LDRs, but also qualitatively 
different, and this could contribute to the relative lack of decline in relationship 
quality ratings. 
What drives individuals in LDRs to engage in the intimacy processes and 
interactions in order to maintain their relationships? The evidence that intimacy 
processes significantly predicted relationship quality and LDRs attitude point to the 
validity that they are paramount in establishing healthy LDRs. It is thus noteworthy to 
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examine in greater detail the effects of attachment orientations and implicit 
relationship beliefs on intimacy processes and interaction patterns that are associated 
with relationship maintenance whilst couples were physically separated. This would 
reflect a deeper understanding of the individual differences that moderate the 
motivation to engage in relationship maintenance. Individuals with high growth 
beliefs engaged in more intimacy processes such as companionship, affection, reliable 
alliance and descriptive self-disclosure. They also reported increasing interaction 
duration with their partners as well as being increasingly satisfied with their 
interaction duration as time passed. It appears that implicit growth beliefs helped in 
the maintenance and functioning of LDRs by resolving difficulties and overcoming 
challenges posed by physical separation. In a similar vein, individuals with high 
destiny beliefs reported having more intimate self-disclosure, affection, admiration, 
and confidence in the relationship as time passed. However, this was qualified by 
them engaging in less frequent interactions with their partners as time passed. These 
results evidently highlight the adaptive ability of destiny beliefs. In spite of having 
less frequent interactions with their partners, engaging in intimacy processes that 
preserved positive and ideal impressions of their partner helped to maintain their 
LDRs. The effects of implicit relationship beliefs thus serve to render stability in 
individuals’ LDRs. 
I expected anxious and avoidant individuals to be motivated to engage in more 
intimacy processes in order to attenuate their attachment insecurities that arose from 
separation threat. However, the predicted effects did not emerge. Instead, what was 
found was that over time, anxious individuals reported longer interactions with their 
partner and feeling more confident in their relationships. Avoidant individuals felt less 
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companionship and nurturance of their partner over time, even though they interacted 
with their partners more often. Thus, anxious individuals attempted over time to 
engage in proximity maintenance in order to attenuate separation distress and threat. 
However for avoidant individuals, over time they suppressed their underlying needs 
for closeness. In other words, their attachment system was activated but they engaged 
in defensive strategies that tried to limit their intimacy with their partner. 
Broader Implications 
The differing results for the predictive ability of attachment orientations in 
both parts of the study raise an important question. Why did attachment effects 
emerge prior to separation but not during the period while couples were physically 
separated? One potential explanation for the unexpected results in attachment 
orientations not being predictive of LDRs attitude and relationship quality whilst 
couples were physically separated is that even though partners in LDRs were not 
physically accessible, but their actual availability might be not be compromised. 
Furthermore, individuals in LDRs might negotiate and regulate their behaviour in 
response to being in LDRs. Indeed, the results showed indication of adaptive 
strategies being taken, such as engaging in more intimacy processes over time in order 
to compensate for physical separation. Thus, anxious individuals’ sensitivity to the 
loss of partner availability may be attenuated by their increasing duration of non face-
to-face communication the longer they were separated from their partner. Just as 
Bowlby (1969) theorized that the activation of the attachment system served to 
motivate individuals’ to engage in certain coping strategies to manage threatening 
situations, insecure individuals were motivated to reduce the uncertainty of their 
partners’ availability and responsiveness through engaging in more intimacy 
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processes over time. This provides yet more evidence that anxiously attached 
individuals who were sensitive to the loss of proximity and contact with their partners 
brought about by the separation, but they were able to sustain LDRs as their 
insecurities are diminished over time. This explanation is in line with what Wilson 
and Gilbert (2008) proposed, i.e. people adapt over time to most events, hence 
diminishing affective responses.   
The fact that the hypothesized patterns of attachment orientations on attitudes 
and behaviours related to LDRs functioning were most apparent during the context of 
pre-separation fits well with the notion that the change from proximal to LDRs is 
where separation anxiety is most salient (Lydon et al., 1997). The threat of impending 
separation led insecure individuals to experience attachment system activation and 
uncertainty about their partners’ availability and responsiveness. However, once 
people finish transiting into the LDRs and shift into stable situations and schedules, 
being in LDRs might no longer be viewed as a relationship stressor or as a form of 
abandonment, as evidenced by the non-significant main effects of attachment on 
relationship quality and intimacy processes. Perhaps after a period of time, LDRs 
perform in the same way as proximal relationships do, such that their partner’s 
availability and responsiveness becomes less questionable and the salience of 
separation anxiety will recede and wane gradually (Pistole, 2010). This might justify 
why before separation, anxiously attached and avoidantly attached individuals 
(despite their desire for independence) reported negative attitudes and beliefs towards 
being in LDRs in response to attachment threat. However, during the separation 
period, even though anxiously attached individuals reported having longer duration of 
interaction over the duration of their LDRs in order to attenuate attachment threat, 
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avoidantly attached individuals reverted back to displaying their preference to 
maintain autonomy and control in their relationships by reporting less companionship 
and nurturance over the duration of their LDRs. The findings for implicit destiny 
beliefs also revealed a similar pattern as well. Prior to separation, individuals with 
high destiny beliefs perceived that LDRs were an obstacle to the stability of their 
relationship. However, after a period of adjustment to separation, such individuals 
engage in intimacy processes that augment their belief that their relationship was 
meant to be, ensuring maintenance of their LDRs. 
In light of these results, this study fills up a few noteworthy gaps in the 
knowledge and understanding of LDRs. The study showed for the first time a dyadic 
longitudinal examination of LDRs and the distinct effects that attachment and implicit 
relationship beliefs have on LDRs functioning. In addition, comparison of pre-
separation and separation periods reveals an important difference in the role of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance for maintaining LDRs. Anxious and avoidant 
individuals were fairly distressed in facing their impending separation but were not 
distressed whilst they were physically apart. Anxious indviduals grew more confident 
in the relationship whilst avoidant individuals reverted to type in maintaining 
autonomy in relationships the longer couples were physically separated, suggesting 
progressive readjustment in allaying their fear about partner unavailability. Moreover, 
throughout the entirety of the study, we consistently demonstrated that for most of the 
effects, there were differences in the separation effects demonstrated by homebound 
and travelling individuals.  Hence, when interpreting the implications of attachment 
style and implicit relationship beliefs on relationship quality, intimacy processes and 
interaction patterns on the effects of LDRs functioning, homebound-traveler status 
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must be taken into account. My research suggests that the moderators that were 
examined all play a vital role in the LDRs well-being. 
Limitations and Future Directions  
 Even though the present study is the first to longitudinally examine prolonged 
physical separation amongst couples, there are a few limitations that need to be 
addressed. First, given the criteria of the duration of separation and methodological 
design, this restricted the number of couples eligible to participate in my research, 
hence reducing power. Second, only college students were examined. The 
commitment between college students’ relationships might not be as high compared 
to married couples and since commitment has been shown to be a protective factor in 
relationship maintenance, married couples might have an easier time in regulating 
LDRs (Sisi & Simpson, 2009). Thirdly, this sample was bound to reunite in after a 
period of at most six months apart after the semester abroad ended, unlike other LDRs 
context where there is no specific date for the return of the traveling individual. Being 
safe in the knowledge that permanent reunion was at most six months away might 
have contributed to the stability of the LDRs. Given that the sample comprised of 
college students, the quadratic functions presented in Figure 5 could be partially 
explained by the demands of work typical in an academic semester, where the amount 
and intensity of work is minimal at the beginning, increases throughout the semester 
and eases off at the end of exams. Hence as work increases, there might be a 
corresponding decline in intimacy processes and vice-versa. Finally, it is possible that 
the effects found in the study were influenced by self-selection. The fact that only one 
of the couples in the study broke up seems to suggest that couples who signed up for 
the study were interested in the effects of LDRs and were more committed to making 
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it work. It is also possible that these couples were anticipating travel-related 
separation and hence, displayed magnified separation effects during the pre-separation 
period. Hence, future research involving larger and more diverse samples would offer 
greater insights on LDRs. The need for future research to replicate our results and 
patterns is thus crucial. Notwithstanding these caveats, this study still contributes to 
LDRs research in several novel ways as mentioned earlier. 
As mentioned earlier, Lydon et al. (1997) posited that the change from 
proximal to LDRs is a significant transition that would increase uncertainty and 
deliberative thought about the future. Indeed, negative attitudes and expectations of 
LDRs were found in the pre-separation period and these findings tentatively suggest 
that affective forecasting takes place during the time before couples embark on LDRs, 
where individuals predict their emotional reactions towards their prolonged physical 
separation with their partner. It is possible that whilst engaging in affective 
forecasting, individuals might overestimate the duration and intensity of their 
emotional responses (durability bias); that they might overemphasize the effects in 
response to the physical separation (focalism); that they fail to consider other 
mitigating events or the increased autonomy that might alleviate separation effects 
(immune neglect) and these mechanisms affect the accuracy of such affective 
forecasts (Gilbert et al., 1998).  Future research might directly test affective 
forecasting mechanisms on how LDRs function and it is highly likely that the 
emotional reactions elicited are more salient in homebound individuals as opposed to 
travelling individuals. 
In the instance of couples successfully negotiating their LDRs, there will be 
another period of transition whereby couples will be reunited after the period of 
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separation is over. In transiting from LDRs back to a proximal relationship, there will 
be various psychological and behavioural changes accompanying the transition. Thus, 
the assessment of reunion effects could be particularly important as it allows us to 
assess in a chronological manner how interaction patterns and relationship quality are 
reestablished (or not) in the presence of physical proximity. Indeed, individuals carry 
the risk of becoming disillusioned when they transit back from a long-distance to a 
proximal relationship (Stafford, Merolla & Castle, 2006). This is because the reunion 
allows for increased interaction between the partners, reducing idealization effects 
and increasing realistic assessments. Future research examining entire episodes of 
prolonged physical separations will help elucidate the influence of physical proximity 
in the transition from LDRs back to proximal relationships.   
Conclusion 
 In studying the context of prolonged physical separation amongst couples, the 
present research serve to complement prior studies that examined short-term 
geographic separations amongst couples. The results gleaned from the study highlight 
how relational contexts are not static and that the differing processes between such 
relational contexts might affect how such relationships function. By considering 
phases of time where couples were physically together to the period where they spent 
apart, this research was able to provide a more complete picture of the relationship 
dynamics in LDRs. 
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Table 1  










Intercept    6.29           6.08            5.21           5.45 
Home-Traveller Status    -0.11 0.19 -0.11    50.13† 
Actor Anxiety      -0.21† 0.04 -0.12 -53.36† 
Partner Anxiety      -0.20† -0.14 0.09 19.19 
Home-Traveller Status X Actor Anxiety -0.05 -0.03 0.13    -59.85† 
Home-Traveller Status X Partner Anxiety -0.10 0.13 -0.14 43.31 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients (b) were reported and homebound-traveler status is coded 1 = traveler, -1 = homebound individual.  
† p < .10. * p < .05. 
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Table 2 










Intercept   6.22           6.04            5.09 9.86 
Home-Traveller Status  -0.09 -0.21 -0.05        47.49† 
Actor Avoidance -0.38* -0.54* -0.83*        9.87 
Partner Avoidance -0.30* -0.13 -0.15       -84.78* 
Home-Traveller Status X Actor Avoidance              0.17 -0.05 0.05     -13.43 
Home-Traveller Status X Partner Avoidance -0.22 -0.12 -0.05       -73.15† 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients (b) were reported.  
† p < .10. * p < .05.   
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Table 3  










Intercept    6.30           6.10            5.18           16.87 
Home-Traveller Status   -0.10 -0.21* -0.07      55.48* 
Actor Growth 0.14 0.61 0.84* -2.92 
Partner Growth 0.04 -0.10 -0.09      83.52* 
Home-Traveller Status X Actor Growth -0.25 0.23 0.31 32.94 
Home-Traveller Status X Partner Growth 0.02 0.13 -0.17 62.81 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients (b) were reported. 
† p < .10. * p < .05. 
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Table 4  










Intercept   6.29            6.08            5.15 18.21 
Home-Traveller Status   -0.11      -0.22† -0.08        59.33* 
Actor Destiny              -0.16 0.01 -0.24 -1.61 
Partner Destiny   -0.29* -0.24 -0.25 -6.33 
Home-Traveller Status X Actor Destiny 0.13       0.35*       0.35*       13.98 
Home-Traveller Status X Partner Destiny     -0.28*       -0.30* -0.18 -5.29 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients (b) were reported.  
† p < .10. * p < .05.   
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Table 5 
Results of Multilevel Models assessing Separation-Related changes in Relationship Quality, LDRs attitudes, Intimacy Processes and 












PRQC 0.14          0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.001 0.006 
LDRs Attitude -0.02 -0.07 0.007 -0.001 -0.0001 0.002 
Intimacy Processes 
Affection 0.12        0.22* -0.06 -0.13* 0.006 0.12* 
Companionship -0.16         -0.11 -0.03 -0.02 0.005 0.008 
Admiration 0.02          0.06 -0.11 -0.06 0.001 0.007 
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Instrumental help -0.14† 0.01 0.07 -0.03 -0.005 0.005 
Descriptive self-disclosure 0.16* 0.14 -0.06 -0.10* 0.003 0.01* 
Intimate self-disclosure 0.04 0.16* 0.002 -0.12* -0.002 0.01* 
Nurturance of other -0.05 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.0005 0.004 
Reliable alliance 0.04 0.08 -0.0005 -0.05 -0.001 0.007 
Conflict -0.18† -0.09 0.10† 0.005 -0.009 0.003 
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Interaction Patterns 
Frequency of Contact 1.76         1.80 -1.50 -2.00 0.17 0.27 
Duration of Contact 0.05          0.08 -0.02 -0.05 0.001 0.006 
Frequency Satisfaction -0.10   0.008 0.04 0.001 -0.002 -0.00006 
Duration Satisfaction -17.41 12.29 13.6 -1.79 -1.55 -0.16 
Note. PRQC = Perceived Relationship Quality Components Scale. Unstandardized coefficients (b) were reported. 
† p < .10. * p < .05.
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Figure 1. The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM). X = Person A’s data; X` 
= Person B’s data. Y = Person A’s score; Y` = Person B’s score. U = Unexplained portion 
of Person A’s score; U` = Unexplained portion of Person B’s score. Single-headed arrows 
indicate predictive paths. Double-headed arrows indicate correlated paths. Paths labeled a 



















Figure 2. a) The two-way interaction between actor anxiety and homebound-traveler 
status on expected change in LDRs interaction duration. b) The two-way interaction 
between partner avoidance and homebound-traveler status on expected change in LDRs 
interaction duration. Regression lines are plotted for individuals scoring one standard 
































































































Figure 3. APIM model for homebound and traveling individuals destiny beliefs on 
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Figure 4. Conditional linear and quadratic growth model for homebound 
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Figure 5. Conditional linear and quadratic growth model for traveling individuals’ 
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